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The dissertation is 450 pages long, with the main text comprising 430 pages, structured into an 

introduction, two chapters—logically organized into sections—and a conclusion, followed by a 

bibliography and two appendices. 

The dissertation provides a comprehensive overview of the development of Bulgarian theater 

during the period 1944–1949, that is, from the political change of September to the adoption of 

the decree on theater, which established the legal framework for the development of theater in 

socialist Bulgaria. The study is based on a substantial body of documentary evidence. It is worth 

noting the effective combination of archival documents with memoirs and press materials. 

The study's comprehensive examination of the subject matter is a distinctive feature, covering 

almost all of its key aspects. The analysis is organised both chronologically and thematically, 

enabling the main trends in theatre policy to be clearly identified. 

Key cultural institutions, such as the Ministry of Propaganda/Information and the Arts, the 

Chamber of People’s Culture and the Committee for Science, Art and Culture, are given due 

attention. The activities of the Union of Artists/Union of Theatre Workers, the organisation 

primarily responsible for initiating and implementing policies in the theatre sector, are presented 

in detail. 



The examination of the two main legislative acts governing theatrical activities — the 1942 Act 

and the 1949 Decree — as well as the two sets of regulations concerning the role of theatres, 

deserves high praise. 

Examining issues related to funding, personnel, and social policies in the theatre sector can also 

provide a comprehensive picture of the development of theatres in the context of state and party 

policies. 

It is worth noting that the presented facts allow for significant comparisons to be drawn, for 

example regarding funding, purchasing power, and the status of theatre professionals. The 

discussion is expanded by examining repertoire policy, the place of Soviet drama in the 

repertoire, and international contacts. The manifestations of censorship and repression against 

theatre professionals are also considered. 

Another key feature of this work is the comparison between the policies and trends of the post-

1934 period — the era of the authoritarian regime — and the developments that occurred during 

the period under study. 

A distinctive feature of the work is its distinctly historical perspective, which avoids references to 

Socialist Realism, the Stanislavski method, and other stereotypical approaches commonly 

employed in studies of theatre under socialism. 

The doctoral candidate presents a comprehensive body of facts, including detailed references to 

names, titles and quantitative data. The staffing and repertoire of individual theatres, as well as 

the membership of various organisational structures, have been reconstructed. 

The text is supplemented by detailed appendices that provide additional substantiation of the 

presented facts. 

By examining a wide range of aspects and incorporating a wealth of factual material, the book 

provides an extensive overview of the development of Bulgarian theatre. This overview goes 

beyond the specific theme of theatre and power, and can largely be considered a comprehensive 

history of Bulgarian theatre. 

I would particularly like to highlight the doctoral student’s contributions in presenting the 

activities and role of the Front Theatre; analyzing the proceedings of the 19th Congress of the 

Union of Artists in Bulgaria; and exploring the topic of the “new audience.” 

The following questions may be raised about the work. These are recommendations for a future 

publication of the study rather than for the current dissertation: 

1.    What role did theatrical performances play within the “Labor and Joy” event (1941–1944) as 

an expression of state policy in the theater sector, and to what extent did they contribute to 

developments during the period examined by the doctoral candidate? 



2.    To what extent did the notion of “Great Bulgaria chauvinism” influence and play a role in the 

restrictions on the presentation of certain plays, themes, etc.; 

3.    It seems to me that a more thorough examination of existing publications on the subject 

could be undertaken; 

4.    It would also be beneficial to present the activities of the first Chamber of Culture (1943–

1944) with regard to the theater. 

I would also like to make a few critical remarks: 

The disparity in length between the two chapters of the dissertation is striking, though the second 

chapter covers a much longer period. 

In the second chapter, paragraph 5, the sections are presented in the following order: 5.2.1 (Vidin 

Theater), 5.2.2 (From Political to Ideological Theaters), and 5.2.3 (Gorno Dzhumaya Theater). It 

might be better to reorder them, with 5.2.2 becoming 5.2.1 and vice versa, i.e., to proceed from 

the general to the specific. 

There are not two, but three lists of books censored immediately after the change in September 

1944, and they cover many more books than those listed in the collection “The Trial of the 

Historians” and cited in the dissertation. (The third list is held in Fund 2 of the Central State 

Archives and comprises approximately 30 pages with around 800 titles). 

There are some repetitions, for example regarding the participants in Radio Donau (pp. 63 and 

81). 

In my opinion, it is inappropriate to put the term People's Court in quotation marks, particularly 

given that this is the official name given in the decree-law (Decree of 4 October 1944) (Central 

State Archives, Fund 1, inv. 1S, arch. unit 4, pp. 208–213). 

The text wouldn't lose anything if the Foucault elements were removed. 

In the bibliography, for periodicals, the years or periods covered should be specified. 

Without intending this as a criticism, I would note that at times the exposition is very detailed, for 

example regarding peace treaties, political developments, the political situation in the region, and 

so on. 

The overall assessment of the work is that it contributes to the history of Bulgarian culture during 

the period 1944–1949 and can also be viewed as a comprehensive presentation of the processes 

and trends in the development of Bulgarian theatre. It is a prime example of a successful 

historical analysis of cultural processes. 



The author’s abstract provides an adequate presentation of the dissertation's content. I accept the 

contributions of the doctoral candidate as outlined therein. I have one area of disagreement, 

however: the statement on page 23 that the attitude of state authorities towards the development 

of theatrical art in Bulgaria is examined from a 'philosophical and art-historical perspective'. The 

doctoral candidate’s publications are relevant to the dissertation's topic. 

Having reviewed the submitted dissertation, abstract and other materials and analysed their 

significance, I confirm that they meet the requirements of the Law on Academic Degrees and 

Academic Titles (ZRASRB) and the relevant Regulations of Sofia University "St. Kliment 

Ohridski" for the award of the educational and scientific degree of "Doctor". 

Based on the foregoing, I hereby give a positive evaluation of Hristiyan Danchev’s dissertation 

and will vote to award the doctoral candidate the educational and scientific degree “Doctor.” 
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